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The Mexican Religious Persecution 
III. AMERICAN RESPONSIBILITY REVIEWED 


Witt1aM J. KENgEALY, S.J. 


The Second Part of an Address delivered over WNAC, Boston, on 
September 1, 1935. The First Part, and the two preceding 
Addresses were published in the Catholic Mind, issue 
of December 8, 1935. 


EAVE the Mexican problem to the Mexican people. 
That has not been done by the Government of the 
United States. In the earlier part of this address, I gave in- 
stances of the interference of the American Government that 
destroyed Mexico. I shall now continue that sad story. 
Henry Lane Wilson, the United States Ambassador to 
Mexico when President Huerta went into office, in his book, 
Diplomatic Episodes in Mexico, Belgium and Chile, says: 
“He (Huerta) was a devout Roman Catholic, a believer in 
the Diaz régime and policies, and with all his faults I am 
convinced that he was a sincere patriot and in happier times 
might have had a career honorable to himself and useful to 
his country. He fell from power, the victim of narrow-vi- 
sioned American diplomacy, and died a sacrifice to the same 
coverweening jealousy and egoism which, with the power of a 
great people behind it, had brought about his downfall. 
Perhaps no other Mexican cabinet has contained men of such 
exceptional ability and high character as did the cabinet of 
General Huerta in the initial months of his administration. 
(p. 295) .. . Huerta’s Government went into office accom- 
panied by the hope of thirteen million Mexicans who want- 
ed peace and order before all else. (p. 296) . . . Whatever 
the faults or sins of the Huerta administration may have 
been, it was undoubtedly, under the established practice of 
international law, entitled to recognition. (p. 297) ... All 
the European governments, together with China and Japan, 
recognized the Mexican provisional government. (p. 299) 
... The embarrassment to the Mexican government resulting 
from the refusal of our government to accord recognition was 
very great. Its effect was to encourage rebellion against a 
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regularly constituted authority and one upon which, at that 
time, were based the hopes of a vast majority of peaceable 
Mexicans. It lowered the government’s credit abroad and 
made the financing of its affairs difficult and expensive; it 
excited the hostility and derision of the resident diplomatic 
corps and of all foreign colonies in Mexico, including our 
own. (p. 300) ... After my visit to the President (Wilson) 
{ was requested by Senator Bacon, chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations to appear before that com- 
mittee for the purpose of giving evidence on the Mexican 
situation. With the consent of the Department of State, 
rather reluctantly I told the story of what had occurred and 
gave my recommendations for dealing with the crisis. .. . 
The changing atmosphere did not suit the President, and 
when later Chairman Flood of the House Committee on For- 
eign Affairs invited me to appear before that body, the 
President called him up by telephone and asked him to can- 
cel the invitation as he wanted ‘no further exploitation of 
my views.’ He also interviewed various Senators of the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, and my testimony 
before that body was never concluded. (p. 318) . . . Soon 
after this the announcement of the administration’s future 
policy toward Mexico was made by Mr. Bryan. In sub- 
stance, it consisted of sending to Mexico Mr. John Lind of 
Minnesota as the President’s personal representative. . . . 
Mr. Lind’s instructions in brief were as follows: first, to in- 
dicate to General Huerta that the American government 
would not recognize him as provisional President; second, 
that a constitutional presidental election must be held; and 
third, that General Huerta must not be a candidate to suc- 
ceed himself. (p. 332) ... It may be said without exaggera- 
tion that the sending of Lind to Mexico not only did infinite 
damage to our interests there but it fixed the attention and 
aroused the suspicion of all Latin America and excited the 
derision and ridicule of the European press” (p. 334). 


Worps oF CHIEF JUSTICE 


Charles Evans Hughes, the present Chief Justice of the 
United States Supreme Court, said on August 1, 1920: “The 
conduct of the administration of Mr. Wilson in Mexico con- 
stitutes an intricate chapter of errors. The administration 
did not limit itself to refusing to recognize Huerta. . . . The 
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administration set out to destroy Huerta. .. . By destroying 
the Government of Huerta, we left Mexico a prey to the 
horrors of revolution. We were told then (by Wilson) that 
Mexico had the right to spill all the blood that seemed to her 
necessary for the attainment of her ends. In October, 1915, 
Wilson placed an embargo on all arms except those destined 
for the partisans of Carranza. . . . This can only be called an 
absolute lack of political rectitude.” 

In the course of the same speech, Mr. Hughes said: “Mr. 
Lind was sent to the City of Mexico with the object of ask- 
ing Huerta to resign. It was an unjustifiable mission. The 
administration used all its endeavors to overthrow the Gov- 
ernment which then existed in Mexico. In the spring of 
1914 Vera Cruz was captured. .. . We were told at that time 
that our object in going to Vera Cruz was to make Huerta 
salute the flag. We were told that we had gone there to 
show the Mexicans that we were in earnest in asking Huerta 
to resign. In other words, we took possession of Vera Cruz 
in order to depose Huerta; the flag incident was only a pre- 
text. All we gained was the ridicule and contempt of the 
Mexicans. . . . We seized Vera Cruz in order to drag Huerta 
from his post, and we left other nations to save our own 
citizens. What a masquerade of international politics!” 

Henry Cabot Lodge, the distinguished Senator from 
Massachusetts, in 1920 said: “The time has come to put an 
end to this Mexican situation which is a shame to the United 
States and a disgrace to our civilization. If we are to take 
part in pacifying and helping the world, let us begin here at 
home in Mexico. If we assert and protect the ‘Monroe Doc- 
trine’ against Europe, as we must for our own safety, we 
must also accept and safeguard the duties which that doc- 
trine imposes.”’ 

Ex-President Theodore Roosevelt, in the New York 
Times of December 6, 1914, wrote as follows: “The United 
States would not have had the least responsibility for what 
has been done to the Church, if the faction which committed 
these outrages had not been enabled to triumph by the United 
States. But since the United States took part in a civil war 
in Mexico, in the manner in which Wilson and Bryan forced 
our government to take part, this country, through this act 
alone, is responsible for the horrible injustices, the terrible 
outrages, committed by the victorious revolutionaries against 
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hundreds of believers of both sexes. Not long ago, President 
Wilson, in a speech delivered at Swarthmore, Pa., declared 
that in no part of this continent can any government sur- 
vive that is stained with blood,’ and in Mobile he said: 
‘We shall never forgive iniquity solely because it may be 
more convenient for us to do so.’ At the very moment he 
was pronouncing these high-sounding phrases, the leaders of! 
the faction which he actively aided were shooting down hun- 
dreds in cold blood; they were torturing men supposed to 
be wealthy; they were casting forth from their homes hun- 
dreds of peaceful families; they were sacking the churches 
and maltreating priests and religious in the most infamous 
manner, from assassination to mutilation and outrage. In 
other words, at the very time the President assured us ‘that 
in no part of this hemisphere can any government endure if 
it be stained with blood,’ he was helping to put in power a 
government that was not only stained with blood, but was 
stained with stains worse than those of blood. At the very 
time he announced that ‘he would not continue relations 
with iniquity even if it were more convenient to do so,’ he 
not only consorted with inquity but openly supported it and 
put in power men whose actions were those of ferocious bar- 
barians.” 


CAUSE OF RELIGIOUS PERSECUTION 


I have dwelt at length, my dear friends, upon the Mexi- 
can policy of Woodrow Wilson, because it is the direct cause 
of the frightful religious persecution begun at that time and 
continued to this day. Twenty years of carnage rests upon 
our national conscience. 

In 1920 the bandits experienced a little disagreement 
over the spoils. Carranza was assassinated and Alvaro 
Obregon took charge of the guns. In 1922, when American 
oil magnates began to feel the pinch of the 1917 Mexican 
Constitution which had already crushed the Church, they 
sent a commission to Mexico to talk serious business with the 
Obregon-Calles junta. 

For the more harmonious exploitation of the enormous 
Mexican oil reserves, a satisfactory scheme was finally con- 
cocted. A new National Petroleum Company would be 
formed, in which the Mexican Government would have an 
interest of forty-nine per cent and the American fifty-one 
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per cent; provided the Americans agreed to pay five million 
dollars in so-called “advance taxes,” to give assistance in 
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securing loans, and to bring about United States recognition 
again. 

: Little details like these, of course, do not stand in the way 
of big oil men! The money was paid, the loans secured, and 
in 1923 President Calvin Coolidge accorded American recog- 
nition. In 1924 we sold airplanes, machine guns, rifles and 
ammunition to Obregon and Calles; we manipulated the arms 
embargo again to help them crush the Adolpho de la Huerta 
revolt. Leave the Mexican problem to the Mexican people? 
The refrain has a certain tragic humor about it. 

In 1926, when Plutarco Calles was out-Neroing Nero in 
his vicious butchery of Christianity, we grew so indignant 
about his attempted repudiation of the 1922 oil deal that a 
landing of the Marines was expected every moment at Tam- 
pico. But the now discredited elements of American bigotry 
and religious intolerance showered Washington with eight 
hundred telegrams daily in support of the progressive Mr. 
Calles; so we sent Dwight Morrow to Mexico to patch the 
leaking oil lines; and everybody was happy—except, of 
course, fifteen million Mexicans who really do not count! 

And today, in 1935, we are still keeping this Carranza- 
Obregon-Calles-Cardenas régime in power by the diplomatic 
support of American recognition; by the military support 
of the arms embargo; by the financial support of silver 
manipulation; by the moral support of contemptible “good- 
will” embassies; and by the time-honored custom of Ameri- 
can meddling, ably illustrated and continued by the out- 
rageous conduct of Josephus Daniels which I described last 
week. 

This is but a quick glance at the sordid record of our for- 
eign relations in Mexico. It is a record of constant inter- 
ference and intervention, and always on the side of the radi- 
cal, the anti-clerical, the bandit. Leave Mexico to the Mexi- 
can people? Our thoughts have never been for the Mexican 
people; we were too intent upon their land and their oil. 
The Almighty Dollar is more important than Almighty God 
or the happiness of the Mexican people; so we sustain in 
power the callous crucifiers of a Christian people! May 
Victoriano Huerta’s dying prayer be heard! May God and 
the Mexican people forgive us! 
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CRITICISM OF DIPLOMACY 


Some months ago, when the persecution reached its pres- 
ent atrocious proportions, American Protestant, Jewish and 
Catholic leaders, more interested in the sacred rights of 
humanity than in the yellow pools of Mexican oil, petitioned 
our State Department to recall the meddling Josephus Dan- 
iels, to issue a protest to the Mexican Government, and to 
withdraw American recognition, if this was necessary, in 
order to put a stop to the Satanic savagery which we have 
been sponsoring in Mexico. Secretary of State Cordell Hull, 
with baffling naivete or voluntary self-delusion, replied that 
we could not change our policy of non-interference in the 
internal affairs of foreign nations! This tongue-in-the-cheek 
diplomacy contains an historical falsehood and dodges the 
present issue. 


In the first place: It is not “interference” in the 
ternal” affairs of another nation to make a diplomatic om 
test against the barbarous destruction of the sacred and fun- 
damental rights common to all humanity. It is an act of in- 
ternational charity in favor of the true principles and real 
basis of world peace. It is also an act of national self- 
defense against the contagion of vicious movements subver- 
sive of our own civilization. 


As a matter of fact, the United States has frequently 
protested against the inhumanity of other nations, even on 
occasions when there were no American citizens involved. 
Here are some of such protests: On July 29, 1857, Secretary 
of State Lewis Cass instructed Mr. Chandler, Minister to 
the two Sicilies, that this Government approved his protest 
against the execution of a Jew for blasphemy; on December 
8, 1870, President Grant appointed Benjamin Peixotto 
United States Consul to Rumania for the principal purpose 
of combating the persecution of Jews in that country; on 
December 8, 1876, Secretary of State Hamilton Fish in- 
structed Chargé d’Affaires Adee to protest against persecu- 
tion in Spain; February 18, 1891, Secretary of State James 
G. Blaine instructed United States Minister Smith to pro- 
test against the persecution of Jews in Russia; on December 
9, 1891, President Harrison made a similar protest in his 
message to Congress; on July 17, 1902, Secretary of State 
John Hay, in an instruction to United States Minister 
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Charles Wilson, protested against the persecution of Jews in 
Rumania; on April 19, 1903, President Theodore Roose- 
velt directed Secretary of State John Hay to instruct the 
United States representative at St. Petersburg to protest 
against the persecution of Jews in Russia. Unfortunately, 
I cannot add: in 1935 President Franklin Roosevelt directed 
Secretary of State Cordell Hull to instruct Ambassador 
Josephus Daniels to protest against the persecutions of all 
religions in Mexico! 

Secondly: The United States Government was in no way 
responsible for the above persecutions which it vigorously 
protested. But it is responsible for the atrocious persecu- 
tion in Mexico, as I have, I think, clearly proved. 

Thirdly: There were no American citizens involved in 
the above persecutions. But there are many of our citizens 
involved in the Mexican persecution. Mr. Hull knows this, 
or if he does not know it, a glance at the records of his own 
State Department will quickly enlighten him. Those records 
will tell him about hundreds of murders, robberies, assaults, 
kidnappings, confiscations of property, and thousands of 
arrests committed in violation of the rights of American citi- 
zens in Mexico since the beginning of the persecution twenty 
years ago. At this present day the religious rights of Ameri- 
can citizens are flagrantly violated below the Rio Grande. 
What a pity our big oil men are not religious-minded! 


CRUCIFIXION OF PEOPLE 


Fourthly: If Mr. Cordell Hull will take the trouble to 
consult his own State Department files, he will discover that 
the Mexican persecution is a brazen violation of the solemn 
pledge given by Sefior Arredondo, in the name of the Mexi- 
can Government, to Secretary of State Lansing. This pledge, 
guaranteeing religious freedom, was made on September 17, 
1915. It was a condition of our recognition which was ac- 
corded on October 19, 1915. What a shame this pledge was 
not made to American oil magnates so that it might have the 
same inviolability as the oil deal of 1922! 

Fifthly: Whatever may be said about interfering in the 
internal affairs of Mexico, we are still the legitimate desig- 
nators of our own representatives, both domestic and foreign. 
Mr. Josephus Daniels is the representative of the American 
people; he has disgraced us by his outrageous words and 
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actions in Mexico; he should be recalled by us and for our 
own honor! 

Sixthly: We are still free and able to decide our diplo- 
matic friendships in the company of nations. We are still 
free and able to stop this infernal back-slapping and hand- 
shaking with a government whose hands are dripping with 
the blood of sacrilege. And if we have a spark of national 
honor still unquenched by Mexican oil, we should have the 
common decency and courage to disassociate ourselves from 
the crucifixion of the Mexican people. Yes! In God’s name, 
let us leave the Mexican problem to the Mexican people! 

On January 20, 1935, Senator William E. Borah intro- 
duced a resolution in the United States Senate condemning 
the Mexican persecution, calling for an official American pro- 
test, and providing for a Senate investigation of the facts I 
have called to your attention these past few weeks, “for 
the purpose of determining the policy of the United States 
in reference to this vital problem and in what way we may 
best serve the cause of tolerance and religious freedom.” 

The Mexican Government became worried, Ex-President 
Abelardo Rodriguez, who has amassed enormous wealth since 
his tenure of office and who is now one of the closest advisors 
to President Lazaro Cardenas, made an anxious trip to Wash- 
ington to visit President Roosevelt. The Borah resolution 
was strangled in the Committee on Foreign Relations. It has 
been repeatedly and publicly charged that this strangulation 
was executed by order of the Roosevelt administration; and 
the charge, as far as I know, has never been denied. 

On July 17, 1935, a committee of Congressmen represent- 
ing two hundred and fifty members of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, under the chairmanship of Hon. John P. Higgins 
of Massachusetts (Democrat) and the co-chairmanship of 
Hon. Clare G. Fenerty of Pennsylvania (Republican), pre- 
sented a petition to President Roosevelt asking that some 
enquiry be made “in order to ascertain the facts on this situ- 
ation, evidencing an affirmative interest in the religious rights 
of American citizens of all faiths and creeds.” 


A PLEA FOR JUSTICE 


The response to this petition consisted in the following 
statement, authorized for the press: “The President stated 
that he is in entire sympathy with all people who make it 
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clear that the American people and the Government believe 
in freedom of religious worship, not only in the United States 
but also in all other nations.” That is all! No mention 
of action! No mention of an investigation! No explicit 
mention even of Mexico! But a pious platitude to which 
even the persecuting government of Mexico impiously sub- 
scribes! Is this the type of statesmanship of which the 
American people can rightly be proud? We had another 
Roosevelt once. We had a Theodore Roosevelt, whose last 
message to the American people contains the following para- 
graphs: “Mexico is our Balkan Peninsula, and during the 
last five years, thanks largely to Mr. Wilson’s able assistance, 
it has been reduced to a condition as hideous as that of the 
Balkan Peninsula under Turkish rule. We are in honor 
bound to remedy this wrong.” But the wrong manfully 
condemned by Theodore has not yet been remedied by 
Franklin. 

In conclusion, my dear friends, allow me to call your 
attention to an evident fact and an equally evident question 
profoundly affecting this present discussion. The United 
States is not a Protestant country. It is not a Jewish coun- 
try. It is not a Catholic country. But neither is it an athe- 
istic country! The United States of America is a religious 
country—a country which, in its origin and in its actions, 
officially professes its belief in the existence of Almighty 
God. We fled to these shores to escape religious persecution 
and to worship God according to the dictates of conscience. 
We originally invoked God’s Providence in our Declaration 
of Independence. We officially proclaim the free worship of 
God’s Majesty in our Federal Constitution. We officially in- 
scribe our trust in God’s goodness on the very coins of our 
Treasury. We officially petition for God’s guidance in the 
deliberations of our Legislatures. We offically beg God’s 
mercy on the criminals we condemn in our courts of justice. 
We officially ordain a national holiday dedicated to giving 
thanks to God for His past benefits and beseeching Him for 
further blessings on our Government and on our people. 

The evident fact is our official belief in God. The evi- 
dent question is not a pleasant one. But it is welded to the 
fact by the torch of simple logic and it must be answered in 
simple truth. Is our official belief merely official hypocrisy? 
Can we in conscience profess God’s friendship while we give 
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aid to His sworn enemies? Can we sincerely ask God’s 
blessing in our own land while we help to blaspheme Him in 
another? Can we honestly beg God to guide our own Gov- 
ernment in its efforts to relieve the distress of the American 
people, while we assist an atheistic Government to crucify 
the miserable people of Mexico? Is this our official sin- 
cerity? Our governmental honesty? Our national honor? 
Are these not profoundly affected by the answer to the ques- 
tion: What are we going to do about Mexico? 

My dear friends, I have not, do not, and will not ask for 
American intervention in Mexico. I abominate it as the 
cause of Mexico’s misery. But I do, most sincerely and most 
earnestly, ask the Government of the United States to cease 
meddling in Mexico and to “leave the Mexican problem to 
the Mexican people.” As the first and obvious step in the 
process, I ask our Government to recall the meddling Mr. 
Josephus Daniels. For the purpose of sincere atonement 
and honest retraction of our past codperation in disgraceful 
villainy, I ask our Government to follow its own honorable 
traditions by protesting vigorously against the atrocious 
barbarism at our Southern doorstep. I ask our Government 
to moderate the ardor of its friendship and to withdraw the 
hand of support from the gory gang of governmental bandits 
whom we have armed and saddled upon a peaceful people. I 
appeal to Franklin Delano Roosevelt to prove himself a 
worthy representative of the liberty-loving American people, 
to vindicate our national honor in the eyes of the suffering 
Mexican people to save our national conscience before the 
God of us all—and to do it before he signs the great name 
of Roosevelt to another Thanksgiving Day proclamation! 
Because we wish to thank God sincerely; we wish to ask His 
blessing without shame; we wish to raise our hearts to Him 
honestly; we wish to hear Him say: “I was crucified in 
Mexico, but you lifted your voice in protest. . . . Amen, I 
say to you, as long as you did this for the least of My suf- 
fering people, you did it unto Me!” 
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Death Knell for Mexico 


Witrrip Parsons, S.J. 
An editorial published in America (New York), November 30, 1935. 


IRST CArdenas, then Roosevelt. On November 5, 1935, 

to the petitions of Mexican Bishops and citizens for 
alleviation of their grievances, President Cardenas con- 
temptuously replied through a subordinate with a flood of 
vituperation and mendacities, refusing all liberty to the 
Catholics in Mexico. On November 14, 1935, President 
Roosevelt, replying to a letter of October 25th from the 
Supreme Board of the Knights of Columbus, chose to regard 
that letter as a plea for intervention in Mexico and refused 
them something that they did not ask. 

The coincidence is alarming. It simply means that the 
barbarous gang ruling Mexico will conclude that they have 
received full permission to go ahead and crush the Catholics 
thoroughly and absolutely. This may not be what our Presi- 
dent had in mind; in fact, it would be hideous to imagine 
that he had. But to anyone who knows the least bit about 
Mexico, the conclusion that will be drawn there is inevitable. 
The death knell for the Mexican Catholics has been sounded. 
There is now no obstacle to the aim Cardenas has set him- 
self, and that is the final abolition of religion in Mexico, in 
order to be free to establish a dictatorship of the proletariat, 
the declared object of himself and his manager, Portes Gil. 

Why is it that to every request for sympathy for Mexico, 
we are met with an accusation that we are asking for inter- 
vention. The unanimity is too suspicious. The New York 
Times asks the editor of this Review for a statement, sup- 
presses a passage repudiating intervention, and adds a head- 
line: “Catholic Editor Insists There Is Reason for Inter- 
vention!” The Herald Tribune chimes in with an editorial 
along the same line. There is obviously an agreement—or 
worse—that we shall be killed off with the word intervention. 
So frantic is the desire to do this that our own President 
suffered the ignominy of having his secretariate supply him 
with part of a quotation from Theodore Roosevelt, the rest 
of which, not given by the President, was a triumphant vindi- 
cation of the Knights of Columbus! 

The irrefutable fact is that our Government has a re- 
sponsibility for what goes on in Mexico that it has for no 
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other country in the world. Intervention? We are con- 
stantly intervening there. Just ponder the implications of 
that word, recognition. We do not “recognize” a new gov- 
ernment in France, or Germany, or Great Britain. Refusal 
to “recognize” Soviet Russia did not cause its Government 
to break down and fall. It would in Mexico and it always 
has. To quote a letter from a newspaper man who has been 
in Mexico for twenty-five years: “No Government in 
Mexico ever has or ever will subsist without the recog- 
nition or approbation of the United States. So well is that 
recognized by Mexican politicians themselves that the first 
thing they do, when a rebellion starts or a new government 
is set up, is to besiege Washington for assistance or recog- 
nition; in case of a Government with a rebellion on its 
hands, for assistance to help it maintain itself against the 
revolt.” We actually helped Obregon in a case like this with 
$10,000,000 worth of arms, and, to bring the matter right 
home, during a more recent rebellion, our Government had 
two secret-service men camped for six months in a boarding 
house across the street from this office, to see if we were giv- 
ing the rebels any assistance. Intervention in Mexico? Don’t 
make us laugh. 

There is nothing startling in all this. Anybody who has 
come even near the Mexican question knows that our Gov- 
ernments have always stopped at nothing to prevent any- 
thing being done to overturn the Mexican revolutionary 
régime. Dwight Morrow himself once began a conversation 
with these words: “Before you begin, Father Parsons, I 
want you to understand that we will not even consider a 
solution of the Mexican question that involves a change of 
régime in Mexico.” Obregon knew that; so did Calles; so 
does Cardenas. So why worry about what a few Catholics 
say or do in the United States? They do not even vote to- 
gether anyhow. A Washington syndicated column was em- 
boldened to say the other day: “F. D. R.’s appearance on 
‘the campus at Notre Dame (on December 9th) is in one 
sense an answer to the religious issue raised by Carmody.” 
That “issue” was raised, of course, six months ago. 

‘It is possible to say it clearly enough? What we want 
is not intervention in Mexico, but the release of our Gov- 
ernment from foreign entanglement that is as certain as it 
is disastrous to religion. 
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Spiritual Comfort for the Unemployed 
Rev. J. HANNAN, S.J. 


An article taken from the August number of The Christian Democrat, 
published by the Catholic Social Guild, Oxford, England. 


N the morning of June 22nd, four hundred years ago, 
a strange scene might have been witnessed in the neigh- 
borhood of the Tower of London. An old man, quite broken 
in body, quite undaunted in spirit, had been carried in a chair 
from his prison cell to the edge of the Tower precincts. 
There he descended from his chair, and paused awhile, leaned 
against the wall, and said a little prayer before opening the 
book which he carried in his hand. That book he loved bet- 
ter than any other book: it was the New Testament. His 
simple prayer was: “O Lord, this is the last time that ever 
I shall open this book; let some comfortable (7. e., comfort- 
ing) place now chance unto me whereby I, Thy poor servant, 
may glorify Thee in this my last hour.” 

Surely his prayer was granted, for on epening the book, 
these were the words he read: “This is eternal life: that they 
may know Thee, the only true God, and Jesus Christ, whom 
Thou hast sent. I have glorified Thee on the earth; I have 
finished the work which Thou gavest me to do.” He closed 
the book and said: “Here is even learning enough for me to 
my life’s end.” A new procession of armed men formed 
around him, and St. John Fisher went with a happy heart 
to meet death. 

How directly the saints speak! How directly the Maker 
of saints speaks! We all want to know the answer to the one 
really important question: “What is life?” Without shilly- 
shallying, without verbiage, without rhetoric, we have here 
a simple, direct answer: “This is eternal life: that they may 
know Thee, the only true God, and Jesus Christ, whom Thou 
hast sent.” It is not the house, or the fine clothes, or the 
wealth, it is not any one of the eternal things that we miss 
or that we have, it is the knowledge and love of Jesus Christ. 
Those who have the faith and love of Jesus Christ have al- 
ready conquered death: they have, in the fine phrase of 
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Chesterton, already put their head through the heavens; 
they have lighted in their souls a lamp which neither death 
nor suffering, neither poverty nor contempt, which nothing 
save sin can put out. 

This is that “perpetual light” of which the Church sings 
in every Mass for the Dead, Masses which are so truly praises 
of eternal life. “He that believeth in Me, although he be 
dead, shall live: And everyone that liveth, and believeth in 
Me, shall not die for ever.” “He that eateth My Flesh, and 
drinketh My Blood, hath everlasting life: and I will raise 
him up in the last day. . . . As the living Father hath sent 
Me, and I live by the Father; so he that eateth Me, the same 
also shall live by Me.” 

Unemployment, nay, even the whole span of our stay on 
earth is no more than a passing mist; “ever and anon a trum- 
pet sounds from the hid battlements of Eternity.” 

But, you will protest, the claims of earth are very per- 
sistent; the body cannot be ignored; we are not pure spirit; 
it is terribly difficult to keep the eye of faith clearly and 
steadily fixed on our final goal, and the heart free from a 
hundred disorderly longings for merely earthly things. All 
this is true; and because it is true, the Maker of the human 
heart knew it long before we discovered it. And knowing 
it, He prepared a remedy. Knowing that heaven would seem 
far away, no matter how beautifully described; knowing that 
even He Himself would seem distant in His spiritual Ma- 
jesty; He took upon Himself a human nature, He made Him- 
self visible to the eyes of flesh, He took up His abode 
“amongst us.” If heaven is our home, earth is now a camp 
away from home, and to translate St. John literally—God 
Himself has “pitched His tent among us.” 

Turn back now to the words in which St. John Fisher 
found, “even learning enough for me to my life’s end... ” 
and a very bitter end, at that, upon the scaffold. “This is 
eternal life: that they may know Thee . . . and Jesus 
Christ. . . . ” Words which can surely have no other prac- 
tical bearing for us than that we must learn to know the 
Father through Jesus Christ: or, to put it another way, Jesus 
Christ makes worship easy, makes faith easy, makes hope 
seem obvious, makes love spontaneous, generous, eager, burn- 
ing. This eternal life of which we have been speaking has 
two aspects: On God’s side, it consists in that grace which 
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He bestows upon the soul, making it alive with a share in His 
Divine Life; on our side, it consists in the intimate knowl- 
edge, love and imitation of Our Lord. 

We must learn to know and ponder the contents of that 
little book which St. John Fisher held in his hand on the way 
to martyrdom, the New Testament; and we must not merely 
know about Our Lord, we must know Him... in the taber- 
nacle, in Holy Communion, and dwelling as God by grace in 
our hearts. “If any man love Me, he will keep My word, 
and My Father will love him, and We will come to him, and 
will make Our abode with him.” 











The Vocation of the Parent 


MOoNnSIGNOR JOHN L. BELForp, D.D. 


An editorial taken from the Mentor, Church of the Nativity, 
Brooklyn, in the September issue. 


ARENTS reveal themselves in their children. These 
children are talking pictures of their homes. When they 
come late, with dirty or torn clothing, unclean hands, teeth 
and shoes; when they do not study at home; when they are 
impudent, quarrelsome, dishonest or profane, we know where 
the blame lies. Parents are the natural teachers of their 
children. They have them under their influence 365 days in 
the year; the school has them 200. Even on those 200 days, 
the school has them only five hours a day. 

Take out of the remaining nineteen hours the time the 
children sleep, there remain some ten hours every school day 
and on Sundays and holidays many more hours when the 
mother and sometimes the father have the children under 
their control or influence. There is nothing more personal 
or intimate than home life. See how it affects accent, man- 
ners and personality. Unconsciously, but inevitably, chil- 
dren imitate their parents. If the parents are refined, 
courteous, considerate, their children will reflect these quali- 
ties. If, on the contrary, they are coarse, rude, selfish, vi- 
cious, profane, mendacious, dishonest, intemperate, quarrel- 
some, these vices will appear in the children. 

No parent would deliberately set out to teach his child 
any of the grosser vices, but they do indeliberately and very 
effectually teach them. The irreligious parent showing no 
regard for his Creator or for the claims which that Creator 
has for reverence, gratitude and worship cannot expect his 
child to be any better than he is. If he uses coarse or pro- 
fane language or calls vile names to the members of his house- 
hold, how can he expect them to speak, as the Gospel puts 
it, “rightly.” The child who hears violent and profane lan- 
guage at home will use it on the street and in his dealings 
with other children. Perhaps the day will come when he will 
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call his father or mother what he has heard them call each 
other. It is hard to think of a more painful experience than 
for a parent to hear profanity from his child, especially, to be 
called names which a guilty conscience cries out—“this is 
what you have taught!” 

The least God demands from parents is good example. 
It is not enough for them to provide for the body of their 
child. The State will see to it that they shelter, feed, clothe 
and give some education. But this will not satisfy God. He 
demands adequate care of the soul. He created man to 
know, love and serve Him and thus use the life which He has 
given. The parent must therefore teach his child the funda- 
mental truths and duties of religion. Among those duties 
worship occupies an important place. But worship presumes 
knowledge and love. But no one can love what or whom he 
does not know. Whoever knows God will desire Him and try 
to reach Him, live with Him and, so far as he can, possess 
Him. 

The process of possession involves conformity of will. Our 
Lord expressed that when He taught us to say: “Thy will 
be done on earth as it is in Heaven.” That is the funda- 
mental law of life. All nature obeys or does the will of the 
Creator. Man alone refuses to do it and the reason he re- 
fuses is because he does not know God. All men can learn 
from the great St. Augustine who for years groped in the 
darkness of unbelief, but finally, by a miracle of grace, found 
his Creator. He cried out, “too late have I known Thee!” 
When we think of all the good Augustine did after he found 
God, we can conceive some idea of what he would have been 
and done had he only known Him from his childhood. 

The difference between the Catholic school and the school 
in which religion is not taught is this—the former gives God 
the place He deserves in forming the ideas and shaping the 
character; the other merely provides ideas and ideals of ma- 
terial value. One works for eternal, the other for temporal 
values. The religious school tries to make men saints; the 
other tries to make them successful in this world. 

The Church does not make the law which binds parents 
to teach their child religion. God made that law long before 
He gave the Ten Commandments. He made it when He 
made human nature. 


Attendance at a Catholic school is, therefore, a serious 
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matter. It involves not only the salvation of the child. On 
it may depend the salvation of the parent. If through par- 
ental indifference, negligence or defiance a child should grow 
up without the knowledge of God which is essential to serv- 
ice here and salvation hereafter, it is evident that the Lord 
will hold his parents responsible. 

Yet, the school cannot do all. It cannot supply the good 
example of Christian life. That must come from parents 
who know the law of God and keep it. It must come from 
the home in which prayer is the rule and the endeavor to 
imitate Christ in daily practice. “This do,’ we may con- 
clude, ‘‘and you shall live.” 

When we think of the glorious opportunity parents have 
to make saints of their children, of the wonderful material 
God gives them to work upon and of the Divine model He has 
supplied in His Incarnate Son, it is hard to explain their 
failure even to try to grasp that opportunity and thus ful- 
fill their vocation. They are made codperators with God! 
Conceive what that means. The faithful parent blesses the 
world with good citizens, the community with good neigh- 
bors, and heaven itself with saints. 

God gives them the material; He furnishes them with 
models not only in His Son, but in countless men and women 
in every conceivable circumstance; He gives them directions 
in His holy law and a competent instructor in His Church. 
He leaves nothing wanting. The failures are human. Men 
and women misuse the material, refuse to obey the laws, 
neglect to copy the models. The result is what we see in a 
godless world, a wicked generation and a sinful people. 
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